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DECLARATION
of the
AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Marzone Inc./Chevron Chemical Company Site,
Tifton, Tift County, Georgia

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document (Amended Record of Decision) presents an
amendment to the selected remedial action for the Marzone Inc./
Chevron Chemical Company Site, Tift County, Georgia, developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA)
42 U.S.C. Section 9601 et seg., and in accordance with, the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 CFR Part 300.

The original selected remedy was signed in September 1994. Based
on new information obtained during the Remedial Design, it was
determined that the soil remedy should be amended. This ROD
Amendment provides for necessary changes to the remedy to
increase the protectiveness or effectiveness of the remedy. This
ROD amendment is consistent with the Superfund Administrative
Reforms Guidance.

This amended decision is based on the administrative record for
the Marzone Inc./Chevron Chemical Company Site. 1In addition,
this ROD amendment will become a part of the Administrative
Record for the site. The Administrative Record for this site can
be found at the Information Repository located at the United
States Environmental Protection Agency, 100 Alabama Street,
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 or the Tifton and Tift County Library, One
Library Lane, Tifton, Georgia. :

The State of Georgia has concurred on this amendment to the
Belected remedy (Appendix B).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD amendment, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare or the
environment.



P

5 9 0011
DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY

This document is an amendment to the remedial action described in
the Record of Decision (ROD) dated September 30, 19%4 for
Operable Unit One of the Site. The function of the remedy, as
described in the ROD as amended, is to remove or treat .
contamination and reduce it to health based levels which are
protective of human health and the environment. Contaminated
soils and groundwater are the principal threats at the site.

The groundwater remedy remains unchanged. The major components'
still include:

® The implementation of institutional controls,

® The design and construction of groundwater extraction
wells,

® The installation of a security fence around the on-site
treatment unit,

® The design and installation of a groundwater pumping
system, a groundwater filtration system, an on-site
treatment system, and an infiltration gallery,

® The start-up and operation of this system,

® The transportation, regeneration, recycling, and disposal
of the spent filters, and

® The operation and maintenance of a long-term groundwater
monitoring program. This includes periodic monitoring of
parameters in extraction wells and specified monitoring
wells.

The major components of the amended soil remedy are:

® The excavation of all surface soil contamination
(exclusive of the former burn pit area) above the
performance standards,

® The excavation of subsurface soil to meet performance
standards on a site-wide basis and, thus, achieve
protection of groundwater, :

® The transportation of the soil from the main portion of
the site (exclusive of the former burm pit area) to a
permitted landfill for offsite disposal,

® The placement of clean fill soil in the -excavated
areas, and

® Air monitoring to ensure safety of nearby residents and
workers. .



STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy, as amended, is protective of human health
and the environment, complies with federal and state requirements

alternative treatment technology to the maximum extent
practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for remedies

that employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume
s rincipal ement.

3 3w 4
Richard D. Green Date

Acting Director,
Waste Management Division
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AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

The Decision Summary
Marzone Inc./Chevron Chemical Company Site

1.0 Site Name, Location, and Description

The Marzone, Inc./Chevron Chemical Company Site (hereinafter the
Marzone Site or the Site) is located in south-central Georgia in
the City of Tifton, at the intersection of Golden Road and
Norfolk Southern Railroad (Figure 1). The Site consists of two
separate study areas called operable units (OUs). This Record of
Decision covers OUl. OUl consists of the former pesticide
production area, a part of the property adjacent to the former
formulation area, and part of the adjacent railroad drainage
ditch.

Although the property is accessible from all directions, the only
roadway access is from Golden Road which borders the property to
the north. Across Golden Road to the north is a former lumber
mill. To the west of the property is an active railroad and a
former wood treating facility. To the east and south is
residential property, which includes an open barn and horse
pasture;.a live-in trailer is also present. A municipal drinking
water supply well is located less than 100 yards to the
northwest. Farther to the north and west of this well is a
residential area. Also, approximately 500 feet east of OUl of
the Site is a red brick house.

Bordering the southern portion of OUl of the Marzone Site was a
former shed and planing mill. Further south of the former
production area was a former burn pit area used to burn planing
mill wastes. Beyond the former burn pit area to the southeast is
the Golden Seed property where a former fertilizer facility was
operated. Currently EPA is performing a fund-lead remedial
investigation and feasibility study on Operable Unit 2 which
includes the Golden Seed Property.

Existing features on OUl of the Marzone Site include the north
and south warehouse buildings. A drainage ditch, referred to as
the "railroad drainage ditch," runs along portions of the Norfolk
Southern Railroad and the railroad spur south and southeast of
the Site. Former features included a drum storage area, a liquid
formulation area, a vertical chemical storage tank, an adjacent
tank pad which supported above-ground chemical tanks, a loading
dock area, and an asphalt parking area and concrete slab (Figure
2). Additional features on OU1 included a rinsate pond (lagoon)
in the southeast portion, and a former truck loading area in the
eastern portion. A drainage ditch ran along the southern
boundary and was referred to as the "south drainage ditch." .
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2.0 8Site History and Enforcement Activities

The pesticide formulation facility was developed in 1950 and
operated as such until January 1983. After 1983, OUl of the Site
was used primarily for general storage and plant seedling
distribution, as well ag vegetable washing and repackaging
activities. Currently, no operations exist on OUl of the Marzone
Site.

From 1950 to 1970, Chevron Chemical Company operated a pesticide
formulating plant at OUl of the Site. From 1950 to about 1960,
Chevron formulated dry pesticide dusts and in 1960 liquid

aboveground storage tanks. Only the western portion of the
current building was in existence. The remainder of OUl was
unpaved. In 1970, Chevron sold the facility to Mr. Billy

and marketed liquid and dry pesticides similar to Chevron's.
These included DDT, toxaphene, parathion, methyl parathion,
malathion, and chlordane; Tifton Chemical Company also produced
sulfur-based products.

common organophosphate and organochlorine pesticides. GaDNR
records mention atrazine, endrin, and toxaphene in connection
with this operation. Tifchem defaulted to the Farmer's Bank of
Tifton in 1979 leaving large quantities of pesticides on-site.

Marzone Chemical Company (Marzone) purchased the pProperty in
January 1980, and operated it as a pesticide formulating facility
until September 1982. Marzone reportedly formulated methyl and
ethyl parathion, toxaphene, lindane, DDT, chlordane, Sevin,
atrazine, malathion, and heptachlor at the Site. Prior to
operation, Marzone was required by the GaDNR to remove the
estimated 70,000 pounds of pesticides which remained at the Site
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from the Tifchem Operation. GaEPD also required Marzone to close
the rinsate pond (lagoozn} and replace it with a Ssystem resulting
in zero discharge. The pond water and 8ludge reportedly were
disposed at the Pinewood disposal facility in South Carolina.

In 1983, regqular commercial operation of the Site ceased when
Kova Fertilizer, Inc. (Kova) acquired the property in a
foreclosure. 2 GaEPD inspection of the Site, following Xova's
acquisition, identifjed open drums of pesticides and pesticide
wastes on-gite. In 1984, a notice of violation was issued and
the GaEeEpD required Kova to remove all hazardous waste,

storage, plant seedling distribution, and vegetable washing ang
Trepackaging. A fence to secure the Site was added in May 1993,

Figure 1
*Map of Marzone Site

6017
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waste frcx the rinsate pond. Mar=ome Treported that they removed -
35 tons of 8ludge from the ringata pond area. The Tinsacte pond
was filled with ccmpactel topsoil and clay. Analyses of the
8ludge sarples identified atrazine, lead, and arsenic. An
additional 5 tons of pesticide wastes were removes by Xova
Pertilizer, Inc., under GaEFD's cirection in March 1984. In
September 1984, the EPA conducted an investigation at the Marzone
Site. Anzlyses of soil ang water samcles collected at the Site, .
indicated that pesticides, including endurin, heptachlor, » ]
chlordane, toxaphene, atrazine, methyl and ettyl parathion, .«
lindane, DDD, and ralathion wers gtill pPresent in the sgo:l and/or
groundwater. In October 1934, based on the results of the.
investigatiza, Epa iniziated Tesponse actions at the Mar=one .
Site. Approximately 1,700 tonms of waste were reportedly removed
srcz the Site and disposed of at a permitted hazardous waste -
landfizl. In May 2985, Chevrsn contracted witk OH Materials Co.
for an addirional removal of contaminated materialg <irom the .
riasate pon2 anad drainage ditches. Approximately 2,200 tons of
material was removed during this action. These Temoval actions -
were conducted to abate substantial threats to human health and
the environment. Reszdual risk of a lesser degree remained at
the Site stbsequent to the eémergency removal actions. -

1)
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The Marzone, Inc./Chevron Chemical Company Site was proposed for
the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988, and became final
in August, 1989. 1In September 1990, Kova Fertilizer, Inc., Kova
of Georgia, Chevron Chemical Company, and Billy G. Mitchell,
signed an Administrative Order by Consent (AOC) with EPA for the
Site. The AOC directed the PRPs to develop and implement a
Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study (RI/FS) which
identified the nature and extent of contamination and proposed
remedial action for the Site. The RI report presented the
methods, results, and conclusions of the investigation. The FS
report included development, screening, detailed analysis,
conclusions and recommendations for the Remedial Action
Alternatives. )

EPA issued its Record of Decision selecting the original remedy
for the site in September 1994. EPA continued its enforcement
activities by sending Special Notice Letters to those identified
as potentjally responsible for the contamination at the Site.
None of the responsible parties were willing to enter into a
Consent Decree (CD) agreeing to carry out the Remedial
Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA). Accordingly, in July of 1995,
EPA issued Unilateral Administrative Orders (UAOs) to implement
the ROD to Chevron Chemical Company (Chevron) and Kova Fertilizer
Inc. (Kova) to carry out the remedial design and the remedial
action (RD/RA) at the site. After issuance of the UAOs, Chevron
and Kova expressed interest in entering into a CD. A CD was
lodged with the U.S. District Court, but was later withdrawn by
the United States. Work at the Site continues under the UAO.

Remedial design began in September 1995. Early remedial actions
such as site preparation and building demolition have been
completed. Soil excavation and stockpiling has been completed,
except in the railroad drainage ditch and former burn pit area.

3.0 Reasons for Issuing ROD Amendment

This ROD Amendment does not modify the results of the risk
assessment or change the cleanup goals/action levels documented
in the original ROD and the September 1996 amended proposed plan
fact sheet. The purpose of this Amended ROD is to consider new
information regarding the most effective soil remedy.

The major components of the original selected remedy provided for
in the Record of Decision signed September 1994 include remedies
for groundwater and soil. The major components of the
groundwater remedy remain unchanged, including:

® The implementation of institutional contols,

® The design and construction of groundwater extraction
wells, .
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® The installation of a security fence around the on-site
treatment unit,

® The design and installation of a groundwater pumping
Bystem, a groundwater filtration system, an on-site
treatment system, and an infiltration gallery,

® The start-up and operation of this system,

® The transportation, regenération, recycling, and disposal
of the spent filters, and

® The operation and maintenance of a long-term groundwater
monitoring program. This includes quarterly monitoring
of parameters in extraction wells and specified
monitoring wells.

The major components of the amended s80il remedy are:

® The excavation of all surface soil contamination
(exclusive of the former burn pit area) above the
performance standards,

® The excavation of subsurface soil to meet performance
standards on a site-wide basis and, thus, achieve
protection of groundwater,

® The transporation of the soil from the main portion of
the site (exclusive of the former burn pit area) to a
permitted landfill for offsite disposal,

® The placement of clean fill soil in the excavated
areas, and

® Air monitoring to ensure safety of nearby residents and
workers.

EPA's rationale for modifying the remedy selected in the original
ROD is based on new information obtained during the Remedial
Design phase. The modification involves changing the selectegd
8o0il remedy for the major portion of the site (exclusive of the
former burn pit area) to offsite dispoal.

4.0 Summary of Site Characteristics and Risks

Site characteristics and risks remain as described in the
original ROD and the September 1996 amended proposed plan fact
sheet. During the Remedial Design phase for the soil
remediation, the community group, People Working for People, Inc.
requested the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) to review the operations of the proposed low temperature

6
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thermal desorption unit. ATSDR made recommendations to EPA for
additional monitoring and operational controls. The cost of
implementing the recommendations significantly increased the
projected cost of the thermal remedy. Due to this cost increase,
EPA decided to consider other alternatives for the s0il remedy.

5.0 Description of the Alternatives

EPA re-evaluated three possible alternatives identified in the
Feasibility Study (FS) for cleaning up the soils from the major
portion (exclusive of the former burn pit area) of OU#1 at the
Marzone Site. The treatment alternatives of bioremediation and
incineration were eliminated from re-evaluation, since the low
temperature thermal desorption treatment alternative was
previously selected as a better treatment alternative. The table
on page 10 lists each alternative, the cost associated with each,
and the time required to implement each one.

6.0 Summary of the Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

This section of the ROD amendment provides the basis for
determining which alternmative provides the best balance with
respect to the statutory balancing criteria in Section 121 of
CERCLA and in Section 300.430 of the NCP. The major objective of
the original FS was to develop, screen, and evaluate alternatives
for the remediation at the Marzone Site. Three alternatives were
re-evaluated using the following nine evaluation criteria:

®Overall protection of human health and the environment.

®Compliance with applicable and/or relevant Federal or
State public health or environmental standards.

®Long-term effectiveness and permanence.

®Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous
substances or contaminants through treatment.
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®Short-term effectiveness, i.e., the impacts a rémedy might
have on the community, workers, or the environment during
the course of implementing it.

®Implementability, i.e., the administrative_or technical
capacity to carry out the alternative. '

®Cost-effectiveness considering costs for construction,
operation, and maintenance of the alternative over the life
of the project, including additional costs should it fail.

®Acceptance by the State.
®Acceptance by the Community.
The NCP categorizes the nine criteria into three groups:

(1) Threshold Criteria - overall protection of human health
and the environment and compliance with ARARSs (or invoking a
waiver) are threshold criteria that must by satisfied in
order for an alternative to be eligible for selection;

(2) Primary Balancing Criteria - long-term effectiveness and
permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume;
short-term effectiveness; implementability, and cost are
primary balancing factors used to weigh major trade-offs
among alternative hazardous waste management strategies; and

(3)Modifying Criteria - state and community acceptance are
modifying criteria that are formally taken into account
after public comment is received on the proposed plan and
incorporated in the ROD amendment.

The selected alternative must meet the threshold criteria
including compliance with all ARARS or be granted a waiver for
compliance with ARARs. Any alternative that does not satisfy
both of these requirements is not eligible for selection. The
Primary Balancing Criteria are the technical criteria upon which
the detailed analysis is primarily based. The final two
criteria, known as Modifying Criteria, assess the public's and
the state agency's acceptance of the alternative. Based on these
final two criteria, EPA may modify the remedial action.

The following analysis is a summary of the evaluation of
alternatives considered for remediating the major portion

(exclusive of the former burn pit area) of the Marzone Site under
each of the criteria.



~~

59 (0024

Threshold Criteria
6.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Contamination which could pose a threat to human health or the
environment is present in the Btockpiled surface and subsurface
s8oil (exclusive of the former burn Pit area) of OU#1 of the
Marzone Site. The soil poses a direct exposure risk to people.
The no action alternative would not provide protection from the
direct exposure risks. Because the no action does not meet a
threshold criteria, it will not be carried forward in the
evaluation. . :

Alternative 2 (institutional controls) would restrict access to
the site and prohibit future uses which could result in direct
exposure. Alternative 3 (offsite disposal) and alternative 4
(low temperature thermal desorption) provide protection by
reducing risk levels through disposal or treatment of
contaminated soil.

6.2 Compliance with ARARs

Alternatives 2,3 and 4 would be implemented to comply with all
ARARs. No waivers from ARARs would be required.

Primary Balancing Criteria
6.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative 2 does not provide long-term effectiveness or
permanance, since contaminated soil would remain stockpiled on-
site. Alternative 3 provides an effective remedy because it
removes contaminated soil so that action levels are met. The
contaminated soil would be disposed offsite in a permitted
landfill and replaced with clean backfill. The LTTD alternative
is a more permanent remedy, since pesticides and other organic
contaminants are removed from the soil.

6.4 Reduction of. Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

Under alternatives 2 and 3, toxicity, mobility and volume through
treatment would not be reduced. However, alternative 3 would
reduce mobility by placing contaminated soil into a regulated
landfill. Alternative 4 would remove toxicity, eliminate
mobility, and possibly reduce volume through treatment.

6.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

All alternatives would be implemented with measures to protect
workers and residents from airborme dust and emissions. Workers
would also be protected from direct contact with the soil.
Additional steps would be taken to reduce noise, truck traffic

10
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and other nuisances. Alternmatives 2 and 3 could be implemented
most quickly and, therefore, would have more short-term
effectiveness. ’ .

6.6 Implementability

Alternative 2 can be easily implemented using administrative and
legal procedures and proven construction methods. Alternative 3
uses proven equipment and construction methods and could be
completed within 8 to 12 weeks. Alternative 4 involves
specialized equipment and controls. Such equipment is available,
but requires more extensive mobilization than Alternative 3.
Alternative 4 could be completed in 6 to 9 months.

6.7 Cost

The cost for each alternative is provided in the table on page
10.

Modifying Criteria
6.8 State Acceptance

The State of Georgia has concurred on this amendment to the
selected remedy (Appendix B).

6.9 Community Acceptance

EPA has selected off-site disposal as the remedy for the former
burn pit area. Comments received during the public comment
process for the proposed plan for this amended ROD were
considered in the remedy selection process. A Responsiveness
Summary is attached to this amended ROD which provides EPA'sg
response to comments received on the Proposed Plan for the
amended remedial action.

7.0 Selected Remedy

Based upon the Administrative Record, consideration of the
requirements of CERCLA, the NCP, the detailed analysis of
alternatives and public and state comments, EPA has selected an
amended remedy for OU 1 of this site. The selected cleanup
alternative to reduce to levels protective of human health and
the environment risks posed by contamination found at the major
portion (exclusive of the former burn pit area) of the Marzone
Site is Alternative 3 - Landfill Disposal. This remedy involves
hauling excavated soils which exceed the performance standards
(exclusive of the former burn pit area) from OU 1 to a permitted
waste disposal facility for offsite disposal. The excavated area
will be backfilled with clean soil. The 80il will be placed in
either a RCRA Subtitle D or Subtitle C landfill, depending on the
soil characteristics. .

This remedy will‘irotect human health and the enGironment by
removing soil above the clean-up level, and disposing of the soil
in a permitted landfill. ARARs can be easily met. Although this

remedy will not reduce toxicity and volume through -treatment,

11
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mobility will be reduced by placing contaminated soil in a
regulated landfill. The selected remedy is easily implemented
and is cost effective. -

Performance Standards

The selected remedy will achieve the cleanup levels specified in
the original ROD. All activities shall comply with ARARs, and
state standards. Testing methods approved by EPA will be used to
determine that the cleanup levels have been achieved.

All remedial activities ghall comply with applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements (ARARs), including, but not limited
to RCRA and Land Disposal Restrictions. Results of testing
specified by regulations under RCRA will be used to determine
whethgr the s0il will be placed in a Subtitle C or Subtitle D
landfill. :

8.0 Statutory Determination

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that achieve
adequate protection of human health and the environment. 1In
addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other
statutory requirements and preferences. These specify that, when
complete, the selected remedy must meet appropriate environmental
standards established under Federal and State environmental laws
unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected remedy also
must be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Finally, the
statute includes a preference for remedies that employ treatment
that permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity,
or mobility of hazardous wastes as their principal element. The
amended remedy meets the statutory requirements and preferences
of Section 121 of CERCLA as further explained below.

8.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment
through removal and disposal of the contaminated soil (exclusive
of the former burn pit area) and treatment of contaminated
groundwater at the site. The selected remedy provides protection
of human health and the environment by eliminating, reducing, and
controlling risk through treatment, engineering controls and/or
institutional controls.

8.2 Attainment of the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARSs)

Remedial actions performed under CERCLA, as amended by SARA, must
comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate

requirements (ARARS) unless a waiver is justified. A1l

alternatives considered for the site were evaluated on the basis
of the degree to which they complied with these requirements.
The selected alternative was found to attain ARARSs.

12
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ARARs for the major portion (exclusive of the former burn pit
area) of the Marzone Site are found in Tables 2, 3, and 4.

8.3 Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness is determined by comparing the cost of all
alternatives being considered with their overall effectiveness to
determine whether the costs are proportional to the effectiveness
achieved. The cost for the selected remedy is estimated to be
$1.5 million, in addition to costs already expended (for remedial
design, site preparation and excavation) if a Subtitle D landfill
is appropriate for disposal. 1If testing results indicate that
the contaminated soil must be placed in a Subtitle C landfill,
the costs could be $ 10,300,000.

This remedy is as protective as the low temperature thermal
desorption alternative. Thig factor, as well as the ease of
implementing this remedy make it a reasonable value.

8.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions to the Maximum Extent
Practicable

EPA has determined that the selected remedy provides the best
balance among the nine evaluation criteria for the alternatives
evaluated. The selected combination provides protection of human
health and the environment and is cost effective. The remedy,
when complete, will provide a high degree of permanence. The
remedy represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions
and treatment can be practicably utilized to remediate the major
portion (exclusive of the former burn pit area) of OU 1 of the
Marzone Site.

8.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The statutory preference for treatment will not be met by this
selected remedy for the above stated reasons.

9.0 Documentation of Significant Changes

None identified.

13
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TABLE 2:

CLEAN WATER ACT - 33 U.S.C. §8 1251-1376

T

CITATIONS

FEDERAL ARARS FOR MARZ.ONE SITE oM

40 CFR Part 131
Azbient Mater Quality
Requirements

Specific for

Provides for the
establishment of water

Criteria tex quality based on texicity to
aquat?c’ organisms anc huzan
health.

4C CFR Part 141 Chem:cal Establisghes drinkin

Ra A Rational Primary Drinking Spec_.fic for wvater re ag:.ons pv..r-uan: go
Water Reg__.ations SToundwatexr Sect: 412 of the Public
Healzh Setv:.ce Act, as
the Safe Drirking
Water A::; and related
;:guln...onc applicable to
lic water systems.
RE&AXA | 40 CFR Part .142 . . Chemical Sets forth Sections 1413-

Raticaal : Drinking Specific for 1416, 1445, and 1450 of the

Water Regulations water Public Heaith Service Act, as

Icplementation ded.

;o CFR Pnsr: 143 br Chenigal . gltablilhel Nat:.ma N

. Natiocnal concary Drinkin Specific for Drinkizs Water

Water Resulations g Tsundwater Requlations purstint to

Sec::.on 1412 of the Safe
g Water Act, as
amended u? U.Ss.C. 300g 1);

: Ccairil contaminan
drinkm <ater that pnm:;ly
affect e aesthetic
qualities relating to the .

* public acceptance of drinking
water,
A 40 CFR Part 144 . Action Set forth requirements for
Underground Injecticn Specific for the Underground Injection
Control . groundwater Control (0IC) program

gcnml ated under Par: C of.'
Sage Drinking water Ac:.

14
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TABLE 2:

FEDERAL ARARS FOR MARZONE SITE OU1
-

RESOURCE CONSERVATIOR AND RECOVERY ACT - 42 U.S.C. 5§ 6901-6987

CITATIONS COMMENTS
b 3 4C CF7 _Part 261 Action Identifies those sclid wastes
Ideat:2fication and Listing Specific for ch are subject to
of s Waste Soil requlation as hazardous
wvagtes. Defines zZne term
"s0lid waste® and °"hazardous
waste®.

R & A | 40 CFR Pazt 262 Action Establishes sta-2ardsg 2z-
Standards Apzlicable to Specific for generators of hazardous
Generators of Hazardous Soil waste.

Waste
A 40 CI-'R Part 263 Action Establishes the
s:a.ndards Applxcabki:ntlgu’ SSpe_ f:.txc for responnbxl::ées of
ers ol enerators tT Tters
R R i
haadl:izg, tran:g:rtatxan, and
masagement t was:te.

2&A 40 CFR Par: 264 Acticn Establishes xizi=nwm npa

s ~3r OwZers and Specific for standards wvhick defme _he
rators 3f Hazardous Soil acceptable management of
] Waste Treatment, Storage, hazardous waste far owners
1 and Disposal (T$D) and crerators of tnc:.la.t;es
Pacilities. ick treat store,
drgpcse of ﬁaza.:dous waste.

40 CFR Part 268
~and Disposal Restricticas

Chemical
Spec.fxc for
Soil

Identifies hazardous wastes
that are restricted from land
dispcsal and describes those
circumstances under which an
othex'v:.se srohzbzted waste
may be 1 disposed.

Federal H.ezz-:ez‘\bl 58
Febr .
40 CFR Part 260 et al
Corrective X-tzca

T & tu C ol
enporary Uz:ts; Cor-ective

a:::.cn Prawszm, Pinal

Ac::.og .
Specific fzr
soil and

groundwater

Finalizes provisione for
corTective act:i: ::a.nagement

| 223 (CAMDS) a=d =

ui.ts unier Su}.:—art s of K
CFR Paxt 264. Defines the
term *remediaticn vaste'

40 CPR Part 270 )
EPA Administered Permit

Ta:E :
!l::gs:rdcus Wagte Permit
Program

Action
Specific for
Soil

Establighes provisicrns for

i the Hazardous Wagte pexrmit

?rogrm under Subtitle C of
e Solid Waste Disposal Act.

s
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TABLE 2:

FEDERAL. R*ARs FOR MARZONE SITE Ol

e

AT OUl OF THE MARIONE SITE. ° ’

A--~-RIZEVANT AND APPROPRIATE

SUBSTANCE, PCLLUTANT, CONTAMINANT

REME
SITE, ADDRESS PROBLEMS OR SITUATI ONS

T THEIR USZ IS Will SUITED TO THE

sg"ncxum.r SIMILAR TO THOSE ENCOUNTERED AT OUl OF

REQUIREMENTS WHICH WHILE THEY ARE NOT “APPLICABLE® TO A S
OIAL ACTION, LOCATION, OR OTHER CIRCUMSTANCE AT W%Hgf THE MARIONE

APPLICAELE REQUIREMENTS WHITH WRE PROMULGATED UNDEF FEDERAL LAN TO SPEC.ZF'QLI.Y ACDRESS A
HAZARDOUS SJUBSTANCE, CONTAMINANT, REMEDIAL ACTION LOCATION OR OTHER

16 .
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. TABLE 3: STATE ARARS POR MARZONE SITE OU1

——

g:or ia Drinking Hnte;'sx 3-5 Chexical and Estatlishes guloae and
ations, Chaptes -3- Location requlations for orgia
Specific for drinking water standards
ter ancd addresses wellhesd
protecticn zones. :

A Rules of the Georgia Action Provides rules for the

) Department of Natura? Specific for Underground Storage Tank
Resources Ruvircomental Soil Pr . GaEPD has not
Protection Divisionm, Caapter se* soil action levels
382-3-15 for contaminants other

) than petroleun
hydrocarbons.

A Georgia Water Qualir- Action and Sstablishes Georgia
Congol Regulntions.an Chemical :u;facg water quality
Standarig Specific for criteria.

runoff
------ APPLICAB REMENTS WERE PROMULGATED UNDER FEDERAL T CALLY ADDRESS A
mm}z:nbws sug";g.v:g Rrg%..{zm. m‘qm“n:. :Enznu:. ACTION LOCATION mm éz%cz AT OULI OF
m - - l .

SRR ATORAT Moo suo e vy e sor emscns: 20 3 wuoces
MARZONE SITE, ACCAESE PREms i OR’ SITUATIONS SUFFISIENSTY STMTURR SL THCSE ENCOUNTERED AT OU1 OF THE
MARZONE STTE THAT THEIR USE IS MELL SUITED TO THE STIL.

to various concentrat:
concern.

Issues health advisories based on e sure
ons of chmcﬁg of

TBO — TO-BE-CONSIDERED CRITER'A ARE NC*-PROMULGATED ADVISORIES AND CDANCE ﬁu'r ARE NOT LEGALLY
3%%%%;9{001%35 CONSIDERED IN DE . RMINING THE NECESSARY LEVEL OF =LEANUP FOR PROTECTION OF HEALTH

-
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY =
MARZONE INC./CHEVRON CHEMICAL COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
OPERABLE UNIT ONE
TIFTON, TIFT COUNTY, GEORGIA

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public
comment period from April 1, 1997 through May 1, 1997 for
interested parties to give input on EPA's proposed plan for a
Record of Decision (ROD) amendment for Operable Unit 1 (OU 1) of
the Marzone Inc./Chevron Chemical Company (Marzone) Superfund
Site in Tifton, Tift County, Georgia. EPA conducted a public
meeting on April 17, 1997 at the J.T.Reddick Middle School in
Tifton, Georgia. The meeting presented the proposed remedy
change for OU 1 and gave the public the opportunity to formally
comment on the proposed plan. 1In addition, EPA held an informal
open house at the Neighborhood Service Center on April 19, 1997
to give community members an opportunity to ask questions. The
open house was advertised in the Tifton Gazette on April 25, 1997
and in the Gazette Lite on April 28, 1997. The public comment
period was extended until June 2, 1997 after EPA received a
request for an extension. Extension of the comment period was
announced on May 3, 6, and 13 in the Tifton Gazette.

A responsiveness summary is required to document how EPA
addressed citizen comments and concerns about the Site, as raised
during the public comment period. All comments summarized in
this document have been factored into this decision for remedial
action for OU 1 of the Marzone site.

This responsiveness summary is divided into the following
sections.

I. Overview - This section discusses the recommended
alternative for remedial action and the public reaction to this
alternative.

II. - This
section provides a brief history of community interest and
concerns regarding the site.

III.
! - This section
presents comments submitted during the public comment period and
provides the responses to these comments.

Iv. - This section
discusses community concerns of which EPA should be aware during
remedial design. ‘
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I. Qverview

The remedial alternatives for the amended ROD were presented to
the public in a Proposed Plan released on March 28, 1997 to a
mailing list of 600. Public notices were placed in the Tifton
Gazette on March 31, 1997 and April 14, 1997 and in the Gazette
Lite on April 2, 1997 and April 19, 1997. A public meeting was
held April 17, 1997 with over 100 people attending.

EPA has organized work at this site into two phases or operable
units (OUs). OU 1 involves contamination on the former pesticide
production facility, part of the property adjacent to the
formulation area, and part of the adjacent railroad drainage
ditch, as well as contaminated groundwater related to the Site.
This first operable unit is divided into two separate remedies,
one for groundwater and the other for soil. _

For contaminated groundwater, the remedy remains unchanged from
that selected in the original ROD. This remedy is groundwater
pump and treat with reinjection through an infiltration gallery.

For soil contamination, the selected remedy in the original ROD
was low temperature thermal desorption (LTTD). During the
Remedial Design phase for the soil remediation, the community
group, People Working for People, Inc. (PWD) requested the Agency
for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) to review the
operations of the'proposed LTTD unit. ATSDR made recommendations
to EPA for additional monitoring and operational controls which
significantly increased the projected cost of the thermal remedy.
Due to this cost increase, EPA decided to consider other
alternatives for the soil remedy.

The preferred remedy presented to the public in the proposed plan
for an amended ROD was Alternative 3 - Landfill Disposal. This
is the final selected remedy for the soil (exclusive of the
former burn pit area) at OU 1 of the site. This remedy involves
hauling excavated soils which exceed the performance standards
(exclusive of the former burn pit area) from OU 1 to a permitted
waste disposal facility for offsite disposal. The excavated area
will be backfilled with clean soil. The contaminated soil will
be placed in either a Subtitle D or Subtitle C landfill,
depending on the soil characteristics. The cost is estimated to
be $1.5 million for disposal in a Subtitle D landfill and $10.3
million for disposal in a Subtitle C landfill.

Many of the community's concerns were related to health issues
from possible exposure to either the Marzone site or other toxic
waste sites in Tifton. Of the comments that were related to
EPA's proposed change to the original ROD, several community
members expressed concern that contaminated soil from the site
could be place in a Subtitle D landfill. Community members also
expressed concern regarding possible exposure to dust and other
contamination during truck transport of the soil.
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II. Bank9xnnnd_nn_cQmmuninx_Inzglxemsnn_and_cgnnezna;

From 1991 until 1994, EPA held several public meetings and
availability sessions to discuss with the community the original
proposed plan and the South Tift County Environmental Justice
Initiative.

The remedial alternatives for this amended ROD were presented to
the public in a Proposed Plan released on March 28, 1997 to a
mailing list of 600. Public notices were placed in the Tifton
Gazette on March .31, 1997 angd April 14, 1997 and in the Gazette
Lite on April 2, 1997 and April 19, 1997. EPA held a public
comment period from April 1, 1997 through May 1, 1997 for
interested parties to give input on EPA's proposed plan for a
Record of Decision (ROD) amendment for Operable Unit 1 (OU 1) of
the Marzone site.~ EPA conducted a public meeting on April 17,
1997 at the J.T.Reddick Middle School in Tifton, Georgia. The
meeting presented the proposed remedy change for OU 1 and gave
the public the opportunity to formally comment on the proposed
Plan. Over 100 people attended the public meeting.

In addition, EPA held an informal open house at the Neighborhood
Service Center on April 19, 1997 to give community members an
opportunity to ask questions. The open house was advertised in
the Tifton Gazette on April 25, 1997 and in the Gazette Lite on
April 28, 1997. The public comment period was extended until
June 2, 1997 after EPA received a request for an extension.
Extension of the comment period was announced on May 3, 6, and 13
in the T4 .

The administrative record was available to the public at both the
information repository maintained at the Tifton and Tift County
Libraries and at the EPA Region IV Library at 61 Forsyth Street
in Atlanta, Georgia. The notice of availability of the proposed
plan and the administrative record was published in the Tifton
Gazette on March 31, 1997 and April 14, 1997 and in the Gazette
Lite on April 2, 1997 and April 19, 1997. _

Comment 1: One PRP stated that it supported the proposed
remedy of landfill disposal because ATSDR's ingistence upon an
effective zero risk standard for low temperature thermal
desorption (LTTD) makes the current remedy prohibitively
expensive and no technology was available to meet ATSDR's
requirements. Many of ATSDR's recommendations fall outside the
proven design and operational envelope of the selected LTTD unit.
Landfill disposal is a proven, quick and effective way of
cleaning the Marzone site.
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EPA Response: EPA agrees that the cost of implementation of
ATSDR's recommendations made LTTD no longer cost effective and
that many of the recommendations were outside the design and
operational parameters for the selected LTTD unit. However, EPA
believes that LTTD technology is available which could meet
ATSDR's requirements. EPA agrees that landfill disposal is a
prgven, quick and effective method for remediating the Marzone
soil.

Comment 2: Two commenters expressed support for landfill
disposal, since it would result in the faster cleanup of the
Marzone soil. - One of these commenters (a contractor for the PRP)
stated that many residents of Tifton have told the commenter that
they simply want to see the gite cleaned up.

EPA Response: EPA agrees that landfill disposal would be the
fastest method to clean up the Marzone soil.

Comment 3: One commenter expressed concern that f£ill dirt
would be obtained from a source in Tift County which the
commenter had heard was contaminated.

EPA Response: The soil from this source has been tested for
contaminants of concern and dioxin. Levels of all contaminants
were below EPA's action levels. The soil will be tested again
for a wider range of possible contaminants before the soil is
brought to the site. '

Comment 4: One commenter asked where permitted landfills are
located in Georgia, do the landfills control dioxin, what
protections will be taken for the community while the soil is
being transported, and what community will be impacted by
landfill disposal of the contaminated soil.

EPA Response: Almost 40 EPA-permitted Subtitle D (non-hazardous)
landfills are located in Georgia. No Subtitle C (hazardous)
landfills are located in Georgia. Contamination placed in
permitted landfills is controlled by liners or other groundwater
controls, run-on and run-off controls, and monitoring systems.
Soil must be tested for hazardous characteristics before
placement in a landfill. Soils which are deemed hazardous must
be placed in a Subtitle C landfill. _

During the transport of soil from Marzome to a permitted
landfill, real-time and 24-hour air monitoring will take place.
If, at any time, the air monitoring indicates that particulates
or contaminant levels are rising, additional protective measures,
such as wetting the soil, covering the soil, or stopping work,
will be taken. The trucks carrying the soil will be lined with
plastic which will cover the top of the load and covered with a
tarp to prevent soil from blowing or falling out of the truck.

A landfill will be selected which will have minimal impact on
near-by communities. No adverse health impacts will occur, since
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all laws and regulations regarding landfill disposal will be met
in placing the so0il in a landfill. :

Comment 5: One commenter stated that EPA should insist upon
implementation of the ATSDR recommendations for LTTD operation.

EPA Response: Implementation of the ATSDR recommendations would
increase the cost of the remedy so that it is no longer cost
effective.

landfill. The removal ang transportation of soils for
landfilling should be designed to eliminate all possibilities of
additional contamination threats and to ensure Bafety.

EPA Response: EPA agrees that LTTD would provide a more
permanent solution for the Marzone soil Cleanup. However,
landfill disposal will be protective of human health and the

environment and has become significantly more cost-effective.

As stated above, all laws and regulations regarding landfill
disposal must be met in Placing the soil in a landfill. If the
80il is determined to be hazardous, it will be Placed in a RCRA
Subtitle C landfill. 1If the 80il is deemed non-hazardous, it
will be placed in a RCRA Subtitle D landfill.

Protective measures which will be implemented during the
transporting of soil are described in response 4.

Comment 7: One commenter stated that the proposed plan does
not address the clean-up of the former burn pit area, which is
the most toxic part of the Marzone site. This plan should not be
implemented until the burn pit area is addressed.

EPA Response: An amended proposed plan including cleanup of the
former burn pit area was issued in September 1996. EPA has not
prepared a final Record of Decision amendment for the former burn
pit area. The current proposed plan does not include the former
burn pit area and that area will not be a part of this action.
The former burn pit area will be Cleaned up in a Beparate action.

Comment 8: One commenter stated that EPA determined that
offsite disposal to a landfill was unsafe in 19947

EPA Response: When EPA issued the Record of Decision in
September 1994, it selected low temperature thermal desorption as
the best 80il remedy. In the feasibility study, offsite disposal
to a landfill was carried forward as one of the better .
alternatives. EPA never determined that offsite disposal was
unsafe.
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Comment 9: The same commenter stated that soil from Marzone
will be disposed in a landfill located in a "people of color"
community. ‘

EPA Response: EPA has not made a final decision on which
landfill will receive the soil from Marzone. All landfills under

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and must be in
compliance with the regulations. Neighboring communities will
not be placed at any additional risk by placement of the Marzone
80il into the landfill.

Comment 10: The same commenter stated that EPA has said that
the Marzone soil is hazardous and is now saying that it can be
Placed in a non-hazardous landfill.

EPA Response: EPA has not made a final decision on what type of
landfill will receive the Marzone 80il. The soil at Marzone is
contaminated with chemicals at levels which can cause adverse
health effects after long-term exposure. The soil from Marzone
will be tested using the RCRA criteria and procedures to
determine whether the soil will be placed in a hazardous or non-
hazardous landfill.

Comment 11: The same commenter stated that EPA is proposing a
change of the remedy to offsite disposal only for cost reasons.

EPA Response: The recommendations made by ATSDR for the LTTD
unit increased the projected costs of the LTTD remedy, so that it
was no longer cost-effective. Landfill disposal will provide a
fully protective remedy which can be implemented faster and more
cost-effectively.

Comment 12: The same commenter stated that contamination from
the trucks will move into streets, yards, and houses in Tifton.

EPA Response: EPA expects the following precautions to be taken.
After the trucks are loaded, they would be driven to an asphalt
decontamination pad. The plastic liner in the truck bed would be
folded over the top of the soil. A transport tarp would be
placed over the liner. The trucks would be inspected and any
visible soil would be brushed or washed from the truck body and
tires. Soil from the decontamination pad would be placed back
into the soil stockpile. Water from the pad would be treated in
the onsite water treatment system. These measures would be
designed to prevent contamination from being carried into the
community. '

Comment 13: The same commenter stated that in 1984 EPA said
that it would take three years to clean the so0il. The three
years became 18 months and now has become six months.

EPA Response: The 1994 estimate included design and
implementation time under EPA's traditional approach to
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conducting remedial design/remedial action activities: The 18
month estimate was based on a more efficient approach to design
and implement the remedy. The estimate for landfill disposal is
only six months because much of the design and site pPreparation
work has been completed, including most of the soil excavation
work.

Comment 14: One commenter asked how EPA will get all of the
contamination out of the soil. Another commenter stated that
contamination was poured in a hole at a depth of 14 feet.

EPA Response: Soil has been excavated to a depth of seven feet.
This excavation removed all surface soil with contamination above
the EPA cleanup levels and removed all subsurface soil which
would result in further contamination of groundwater.

Groundwater at the Marzone site is found at seven feet below
ground surface. Contamination below a depth of seven feet will
be removed during the groundwater remediation.

Comment 15: One commenter stated that high levels of dioxin
are present at the Marzone site.

EPA Response: Levels of dioxin in the former burn pit area were
found above EPA's proposed action level. EPA issued a proposed
plan for a Record of Decision amendment for this area in
September 1996. Levels in the remainder of the site are below
EPA's proposed action level.

Comment 16: Three commenters stated that EPA has not addressed
contamination in ditches and other areas across Golden Road from
the Marzone site.

EPA Response: During the South Tifton Investigation, EPA sampled
areas across Golden Road from the Marzone site. No contamination
above levels of concern were found in these areas.

Comment 17: One commenter expressed concern that offsite
disposal would harm her and her children through dust exposure.

EPA Response: During loading of the trucks and any other soil
movement activities, the soil would be wetted, as necessary, to
reduce dust. Numerous safety precautions should be taken to
prevent dust exposure from trucks. These pPrecautions are
described in the response to comment 12. In addition, site
workers would monitor the site interior and perimeter for
particulates and would take additional corrective actions,
including stopping work, to control dust.

Comment 18: One commenter expressed concern that the soil will
be packed down, covered with cement, and left. '

EPA Response: EPA is not considering an alternative such as
described by the commenter.
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Comment 19: One commenter stated that the truck traffic will
disturb the neighborhood.

EPA Response: The operations will take place only during the
day, probably starting after school begins, if transportation is
conducted during the school season. Truck traffic will involve

neighborhood area. A flagperson will direct trucks in and out of
the site to minimize impacts on Golden Road traffic.

w.ﬂnmmummmwm

Several community memberg expressed concern regarding the former
burn pit area. An amended proposed plan including cleanup of the
former burn pit area was issued in September 1996. EPA has not
Prepared a final Record of Decision amendment for the former burn
pit area. This area will be addressed after EPA issues a final
ROD amendment for the former burn pit area.
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Ms. Annie

USEPA Regior IV (4WDSSRB) -

67 Forsyth Street

Alanta, Georgia 30322

C e e e taty

Georgia Department of Natural 'Resources_

C' U4 205 Butler Stree: Suite 1154, Asan:z, Georgia 30334-431¢
&nac.&m:’m' a

G:»mﬁucmw

Staroid F. Reneis, Direcior

Mwm‘hmhn

mm)mmru«u)ukm

June 19, 1997 . g A
= ™ =

T S 3¢,

T -_— e A0

z = 35
: - 3

$5 o I

o
RE: Proposed amended resort of::; =
dec:sior for the Marzone ‘nc/Cheveen
Chemical Site, OU21 zrea {Excluding
The 2.m Pit Area) Tifton, Tift Sounty,
Georgia

the above referenced document. The GAEPD concurs with the Environmenta
Protection Agency’s proposed amendment o the Record of D=cision (ROD) for the

Marzone site 2s written for the ‘ollowing

1. The proposéd change to the selected remedy for contaminazed OU#1 soil

clean-up cost while accomplishing clean-ug ~mjectives.

2. The proposed selected remedy will achieve clear.-up levels specified in the
original ROD.

3. Thescopeoftre proposed changes includes cnly scntaminated soilinthe
selected remedy, not the ‘orme- Sum pit area, nor the groundwater.

4, Although this selected remedy will not reduce “he taxicity and the volume of
ccntaminated soil through treatment, the ease >° ~plementability and the cost
effectiv2nsss of this alternative while protecting human health and the
environment make this altemative practical.

5. The selected remedy as amended complies with federal and state requirements.
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It is for these reasons that the GAEPD agrees with EPA's proposed ROD'amendment.

If we can be of further assistance to you please contat Norman R. Woodbum at (404)
656-7802.

Sincerely,

P emans K. 2ol —

Charles D. Williams ‘
Unit Coordinator
Hazardous Waste Management Branch

File: Marzone/Chevron

- norman\a.godfrey









